As noted in the March 2015 expression of concern, the American Diabetes Association asked the corresponding author's institution, the University of Campinas, to review the following issues with the article:
An image published previously by the same laboratory in PLOS ONE (Calisto et al. PLoS ONE 2010. DOI: 10 .1371/journal.pone.0014232) appears to be duplicated in this article. Figure 4B (bands 2-4) from the PLOS ONE article reappears in Fig. 3D (bands 1-3) in the article cited above, with horizontal rotation. The issues described in the March 2015 expression of concern were then reviewed by an investigative commission appointed by the University of Campinas.
The university commission concluded that there is no splicing in Fig. 3D and that the figure published in Diabetes is correct. According to the commission's report, a coauthor of this article mistakenly took bands 2, 3, and 4 from this figure, rotated them horizontally, spliced them with band 1 from the original figure used for . These duplications were confirmed by the testimony of the lead author. Therefore, the university commission recommended a "partial retraction" of Fig. 7D , keeping the rest of the article intact.
The university commission's report and recommendation were reviewed by the American Diabetes Association's Panel on Ethical Scientific Programs (ESP).
Despite the university's assessment, the ESP still had concerns about the integrity of the quantification and analysis described in Fig. 3D . According to the original publication, the analysis was performed 6-8 times, but it is not possible to confirm this because no other analyses were offered. In addition, the ESP determined that a partial retraction would not serve as a clear and appropriate update to the publication status of this article, as the selective retraction of a key portion of the data would only raise more questions about the overall reliability of the research presented in the article.
It should be noted that the ESP was informed by readers of additional concerns involving other data presented in this article. The investigative commission appointed by the University of Campinas did not identify or address these additional concerns in its investigative report. These concerns, which have been reviewed by the ESP and recently reported to the university, include the following:
In Fig. 2A , B, C, and D, the standard errors of the DIO group appear to have identical quantification values. In Fig. 2G , IB:TLR4, lanes 1 and 3 appear to be duplicates. In In Fig. 4B , D, E, F, and H, the standard errors of the control group appear to have identical quantification values. In Fig. 4I , IB:Akt, lanes 2 and 7 and lanes 3 and 8 appear to be duplicates. In Fig. 6I , IB:pJNK, lanes 1 and 4 appear to be duplicates. In Fig. 8F , the numbers of lanes in IB:pJNK (n 5 4) and IB:JNK (n 5 5) do not match.
On the basis of its review of the university commission's report and the additional concerns described above, the ESP believes that the study as a whole is unreliable and that the only responsible course of action for updating the status of Diabetes 2011;60:784-796 is to issue a full retraction. The American Diabetes Association, the publisher of Diabetes, approved the Panel's recommendation.
Diabetes is a member journal of the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) (publicationethics.org). As such, the editors of the journal and the ESP refer to COPE's guidelines and recommendations when reviewing such matters. 
